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Introduction 
Drink driving rehabilitation programs often constitute a secondary form of 
prevention, attempting to directly change offenders’ drink driving behaviour through 
education and treatment.  The type and format of programs vary considerably, ranging 
from simple provisions of reading materials to long-term treatment of alcohol 
problems.  There is also variation in the reported effectiveness of rehabilitation 
programs, although a growing body of research has demonstrated that drink driving 
rehabilitation programs can reduce recidivism and alcohol-related crashes (DeYoung 
1997; Pratt, Holsinger and Latessa 2000; Sadler, et al. 1991; Wells-Parker et al., 
1995).  The most promising indications regarding the effectiveness of rehabilitation 
programs have been for those interventions that have focused primarily on recidivist 
drink drivers (DeYoung 1997; Ferguson et al. 2000; Mann et al. 1994; Nickel 1991; 
Taxman and Piquero 1998).  Furthermore, research suggests that rehabilitation 
programs are most effective in reducing further offences when they are combined 
with licence disqualification periods. 
 
Despite such reductions, some persistent offenders continue to drink and drive after 
completing such programs whilst others fail to successfully complete the programs 
and remain a considerable risk to re-offend.   Due to the historically heavy reliance on 
summative outcomes, such as recidivism rates and crash statistics within drink driving 
research, questions remain as to the characteristics of those most likely to continue to 
drink and drive after successfully completing rehabilitation programs, and what 
additional interventions are required to create behavioural change among this group 
of seeming “incorrigible” drivers.  The present study aims to provide a profile of a 
group of recidivist drink drivers who were convicted of another offence after 
successfully completing a drink driving rehabilitation program in Australia, and 
where possible, compare the characteristics of the group with individuals who did not 
re-offend.   
 
Method 
A total of 136 recidivist drink drivers who were placed on a probation order in 
Queensland volunteered to participate in the study and were interviewed before 
commencing an 11-week education-based drink driving rehabilitation program called 
“Under the Limit” (UTL) and 93 of these participants were interviewed on both 
occasions.  An examination of criminal records two years after participants completed 
the program revealed that 26 enrolees had been convicted of a subsequent drink driving 
offence, while 8 had been convicted of two offences and 1 for three offences.  
Participants  completed a range of questions both before and after they completed the 
UTL program including the AUDIT, Readiness to Change Drinking Questionnaire 
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(RCQ), Readiness to Change Drink Driving Questionnaire (DRDV), Self-efficacy to 
Change Drinking and Drink Driving Scale (SCDDD) and a general demographic 
questionnaire.  Additional historical data was gathered from sentencing files e.g., BAC 
level, number of drink driving convictions, etc.  Interviews were conducted at 
participants’ local Community Corrections regional centre immediately following a 
scheduled meeting with their probation officer.   
 
Results 
Characteristics of the Sample 
The average age of the entire group (N = 136) was 37 years, with a range from 20 to 
67 years.  The majority of participants were male Caucasians who were mostly 
employed (66%) on a full-time basis in blue-collar occupations and earning an 
income between $12,000 and $35,000 per annum.  There was considerable variation 
in the level of participants’ education and more than half the sample reported 
currently being in a relationship.  The socio-demographic characteristics of the 
sample are comparable to previous studies that have focused on drink driving repeat 
offenders apprehended in Queensland (Buchanan, 1995; Ferguson et al., 2000). 
Before participants completed the UTL program, most had been convicted of 
approximately three drink driving offences (M = 2.86, range 2-7), and their BAC 
reading for the most recent offence was, on average, three times the legal limit (M = 
.155, range .050-.317mg%).  In addition, a closer examination of the re-offending 
sample’s post UTL program conviction revealed that, on average, their BAC was M 
=.141 which suggests that they were again almost three times over the legal blood 
alcohol concentration limit.  The mean time to re-offend in the current study was 21 
months.    
 
Given both the small and uneven sample sizes, the authors generally limited statistical 
analyses to the use of between group analyses and implemented nonparametric tests 
or utilised Welch test’s to accommodate for heterogeneity of variance.  Despite this, 
as depicted in Table 1, there were few discernible differences between the two groups 
on demographic characteristics or historical offending data e.g., age, gender, number 
of convictions, etc.  Similarly, a further examination revealed no marked differences 
between the two groups in: (a) marital status, (b) employment status, (c) level of 
income (d) the existence of general traffic convictions or criminal convictions (e) the 
period of licence loss and total fine received for their previous conviction.   
 
Table 1. Sample Characteristics 
Demographics  Non Re-offender Group   Re-Offender Group  
1. Age  M = 38 SD = 10.76 M = 34  SD 7.80 
2. Gender  Male: 91%  Female: 9% Male: 88% Female: 12% 
3. # of Convictions Convictions: 2.79 Convictions: 2.77 
4. BAC BAC = .148  BAC = .155 
5. Indigenous  2%  3% 
6. Type of Job Blue: 60.4% White: 39.6% Blue: 48.6% White: 51.4% 
 
Next an examination was undertaken into participants’ self-reported data such as their 
alcohol consumption levels and willingness to change problem behaviours both 
before and after program completion.  As shown in Table 2, there was an overall 
reduction in alcohol consumption levels for both Non Re-offenders and Re-offenders, 
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although it is noted that Re-offenders continued to consume higher (and more harmful 
alcohol consumption levels as defined by the AUDIT) compared to Non Re-offenders 
at program completion [t(92) = 2.18, p<.05].  Similarly, a greater proportion of re-
offending participants were unwilling to change their drinking behaviours (e.g., 
precontemplation stage) both before commencing the program (47.9 vs 60.7%) as 
well as upon program completion (34 vs 52.2%).  In contrast, there were no clear 
observable differences between the groups on self-reported readiness to change drink 
driving behaviours or self-efficacy levels.   
 
Table 2.  Measurement Tool Scores 
Scales Non Re-offenders  Re-offenders 
 Time 1  Time 2  Time 1 Time 2 
Alcohol M = 10.86 M = 7.84 M = 11.05 M = 10.1 
Self-Efficacy M = 37.11 M = 37.58 M = 36.17 M = 38.29 
     
Drinking Action  31.5%  58.5%  25%  41.9% 
Drinking Contemplation  20.5%  7.5%  14.3%  5.9% 
Drinking Precontemplation  47.9%  34%  60.7%  52.2% 
     
DD Action  81.9%  96.2%  85.7%  11.8% 
DD Contemplation  4.2%  0%  3.6%  0% 
DD Precontemplation  13.9%  3.8%  10.7%  88.2% 
 
Finally, an analysis of participants’ self-reported frequency of offending behaviour 
before their pre-UTL conviction revealed that re-offenders reported a higher 
frequency of drink driving behaviours in the last six months prior to their conviction, 
compared to those who did not re-offend χ² (4, N = 136) = 42.29, p = .010.   More 
specifically, a greater proportion of re-offenders reported drink driving “more than six 
times” in the last six months prior to their apprehension, which possibly indicates that 
drink driving is more of a habitual engrained act for those who continue to offend 
after completing intervention programs. 
 
Discussion  
This paper aimed to provide a brief profile of the characteristics of a group of 
recidivist drink drivers who were convicted of another offence after completing a 
drink driving rehabilitation program.  More specifically, the study also aimed to 
examine whether their were any self-reported behavioural or attitudinal differences 
between those who were apprehended for another drink driving offence compared to 
individuals who remain offence free.   
 
In general, there were few identifiable differences between the groups on 
demographic characteristics or historical offending data e.g., age, gender, number of 
convictions, etc.  Rather, the analysis indicated that those who went on to re-offend 
consumed higher levels of alcohol both before and after program completion.  
Similarly, the re-offending group were less likely to report being motivated to change 
their drinking behaviour, despite completing an intervention program that highlights 
the negative impact of high alcohol consumption.  The results indicate that some 
repeat offenders may be resistant to change drinking behaviours, and the process of 
being sanctioned and completing a court-ordered rehabilitation program does not in 
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itself ensure change.  The findings of the study suggest that further interventions 
and/or supervision may be necessary for some individuals who continue to drink 
heavily both before and after program completion.   
 
The results also indicate that drink driving appears to be a heavily entrenched 
behaviour for some offenders, and that such habitual behaviours prove difficult to 
change. As a result, multi-modal interventions (including the installation of 
interlocks) appear necessary if the drinking and driving sequence is to be broken for 
some offenders.   
 
Finally, it was interesting that all participants reported high self-efficacy levels to 
control both drinking and drink driving behaviours, indicating that participants 
believed, or wanted to produce the image, that they could avoid drinking when they 
needed to drive and refrain from driving when they believed they were over the legal 
limit.   Further research is required to validate the veracity of these findings to 
determine whether this group has an accurate understanding of the influence alcohol 
has upon their lives and decision making abilities.   
 
There are a number of limitations of the study, with some of the larger deficits 
including: (a) small sample size, (b) inaccuracy of self-report data and (c) the validity 
and reliability of the measurement tools remains uncertain.  As a result, further 
research is needed on larger sample sizes to determine the stability of repeat 
offenders’ motivations and actual drink driving behaviours once re-licensed (e.g., 
three wave designs), and what factors are associated with self-reported and official 
recidivism rates.  
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